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Dear Sir: 



Applicants, (hereinafter "Appellants") submit, in triplicate, the following Reply Brief 
pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 1.193(b) for consideration by the Board of Patent Appeals and 
Interferences. The Reply Brief is responsive to the Examiner's Answer. 



I. ARGUMENT 

The Examiner has included additional points of argument in the Examiner's Answer 
regarding the obviousness rejections of claims 1, 6 and 25 over U.S. Patent No. 5,801,702 issued 
to Dolan, et al. (hereinafter "Dolan") in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,91 1,145 issued to Arora, et al. 
(hereinafter " Arora "), the obviousness rejection of claims 2, 7, 43 and 44 over Dolan in view of 
Arora and in further view of U.S. Patent No. 6,388,714 issued to Schein, et al. (hereinafter 
" Schein "). the obviousness rejection of claims 3-5 and 8-10 over Dolan in view of Arora and in 
further view of "Going from HTML to XML," Charles Heinemann, Microsoft Corporation (1998) 
(hereinafter " Heinemann ") and U.S. Patent No. 6,418,441 issued to Call (hereinafter "Call"), the 
obviousness rejection of claims 23, 24, 26 and 27 over Dolan in view of Arora and in further view 
of U.S. Patent No. 6,476,875 issued to Croy, et al. (hereinafter " Croy ") and the obviousness 
rejection of claims 28-38, 40-42, 47 and 48 over Dolan in view of Arora and in further view of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,460,181 issued to Donnelly (hereinafter " Donnelly "). In response to the 
additional arguments of the Examiner, the Appellants' Reply is set forth below: 

A. Re garding the Examiner's Arguments for Claims 1. 6 and 25 
Rejected Under 35 U.S.C. $ 103 

The Examiner has responded to the Appellants' arguments present in Section VTLB of the 
Appeal Brief that Dolan teaches a hierarchy for accessing sites and that sites accessible from this 
hierarchy are considered sister sites. The Examiner's argument in response to the Reply Brief 
misses the fundamental thrust of the Appellants' arguments from the Appellants' Brief. The 
Appellants argued that Dolan and Arora were inappropriately combined. Dolan and Arora are 
inappropriately combined because their combination would change a basic operating principle of 
the primary reference ( Dolan) . The Examiner's response to the Appellants' argument is that 
because an HTML document is mentioned by Dolan , Dolan teaches an application for creating an 
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HTML document. The Examiner equates the existence of an HTML document with the generation 
of that document. 

The Examiner's line of reasoning is irrelevant to the analysis of the proper combination of 
Dolan and Arora . The issue is not whether Dolan teaches the existence or even the creation of an 
HTML document, rather the issue is whether the combination of Arora which teaches a program 
for editing a hierarchical structure of a website with Dolan which teaches an application for creating 
a graphical tree of documents available on a network would change the basic operating principle of 
Dolan . As set forth in the Appeal Brief, Appellants believe that the basic operating principle of 
Dolan is the generation of a graphical hierarchy based on a navigation file where the generated 
graphical hierarchy is not a website. The combination of Dolan and Arora proposed by the 
Examiner is a modification of Dolan to make the graphical hierarchy into a website. Claims 1 and 
6 include the elements of a simplified navigation interface that is for a webpage and provided by a 
sister site. The Examiner's proposed modification of Dolan to read upon these elements would 
change a basic principle of operation of Dolan from generating a graphical hierarchy based on a 
navigation file to somehow providing a sister site with this navigation hierarchy. However, the 
Examiner has not indicated how Arora teaches such a transformation. 

The Examiner also states that Dolan teaches sister pages because Dolan teaches a hierarchy 
of accessible sites and that such sites accessible from this hierarchy are considered by the Examiner 
to be sister sites. The Examiner has elected to ignore the Appellants' arguments in the Appeal Brief 
setting forth what one of ordinary skill in the art would understand to be a "sister site." Rather, the 
Examiner has chosen to categorize documents listed in the graphical hierarchy of Dolan as sister 
sites without providing any rationale for this categorization. 

Further, the Examiner has failed to address other arguments presented by the Appellants. 
Specifically, the Examiner has failed to identify what parts of Dolan teach or suggest each of the 
elements of claims 1 and 6, how Dolan can teach a sister site to webpage without teaching a 
webpage that links to a sister site (see page 4 of the Examiner's Answer) and how Dolan and Arora 
can be combined without changing the basic operating principle of Dolan . Accordingly, the 
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Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness and Appellants respectfully 
requests that the obviousness rejection be overturned for claims 1, 6 and 25. 

B. Regarding the Examiner's Arguments for Claims 2 and 7 Rejected 
Under 35 U.S.C. $ 103 

In the Examiner's Answer in regard to claims 2 and 7, the Examiner's further arguments 
have deviated from the relevant analysis. The relevant analysis is whether Schein combined with 
the other cited references teaches or suggests each of the elements of claims 2 and 7. The 
Examiner argues that Schein teaches a multi-layer matrix and an alphanumeric input. The 
Examiner has misunderstood the thrust of the Appellants' argument that Schein fails to teach 
accepting an alphanumeric indication of a navigation option that is displayed by a navigation 
interface and that the matrix layer that is served corresponds to the navigation option. The 
Examiner points to Figures 14C and 14D in Schein where a user is prompted for the entry of a 
password. This prompting problem does not involve the display of any navigation option and one 
of ordinary skill in the art would understand that a password is not an alphanumeric indication of a 
navigation option. Rather, a password is well known to be a security key for gating unauthorized 
access to materials not for indicating a navigation option. Thus, the entry of a password cannot be 
said to result in the serving of a matrix layer that corresponds to a navigation option as claimed in 
claims 2 and 7. Thus, the Examiner has failed to address the arguments presented by the 
Appellants and failed to establish the prima facie case of obviousness for claims 2 and 7. 
Accordingly, Appellants respectfully requests that the obviousness rejection of claims 2 and 7 be 
overturned. 

C. Re garding the Examiner's Arguments for Claims 43 and 44 Rejected 
Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner states that he is replying to the Appellants' 
arguments of the Appeal Brief in stating that " Schein teaches a simplified e-mail form (Figure 1 SB- 
ISC)." Page 14, Paper No. 15. However, this is not in fact a response to the Appellants' 
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arguments, rather this is a restating of the rejection in the Final Office Action. Figures 15B and 
15C of Schein show a system for viewing e-mail. As Appellants have set forth in Section VII.D of 
the Appeal Brief. This is not equivalent to teaching an e-mail form as claimed in claims 43 and 44. 
A form is "a document with blanks for the insertion of details or information. n See the American 
Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, 4th Edition, Houghton Mifflin Company (2000). 
The viewer illustrated in Figure 15B and 15C does not include any blanks for the insertion of 
information and thus cannot be considered a form. Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish 
a prima facie case of obviousness for claims 43 and 44. Accordingly, Appellants respectfully 
request that the obviousness rejection of claims 43 and 44 be overturned. 

D. Re garding the Examiner's Arguments for Claims 3-5 and 8-10 
Rejected Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner states that approximating an HTML table in XML 
demonstrates that HTML pages can be transcoded to XML pages. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would understand that transcoding implies that the information or data in an original document is 
identical to that in a transcoded document and that only the format of representation of that data has 
changed. The Examiner admits that Heinemann only teaches an approximation of an HTML table 
in XML. Heinemann explicitly states that additional information is included in the XML document 
beyond what was included in the HTML document. See page 2 and 3 of Heinemann . Thus, the 
Examiner has not established that the cited references teach each of the elements of the claims. 
Therefor, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for claims 3-5 and 
8-10. Accordingly, Appellants respectfully request that the obviousness rejection of these claims 
be overturned. 

E. Regarding the Examiner's Arguments for Claims 23, 24. 26. and 27 
Rejected Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner states that Appellants have failed to provide 
additional support for overcoming the rejection of the Examiner. Appellants strongly disagree with 
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this statement. Appellants set forth in Section VII.F of the Appeal Brief the reasons that the 
Examiner has failed to substantiate the motivation for combining Croy with Dolan and Arora . The 
Examiner cites Croy to teach or suggest elements that the Examiner admits are not taught by Arora 
and Dolan . Thus, without providing proper motivation for the combination of Croy , Dolan and 
Arora , the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for claims 23, 24, 26 
and 27. Accordingly, Appellants respectfully request that the obviousness rejection of these claims 
be overturned. 

F. Re garding the Examinees Arguments for Claims 28. 31. 32. 37 and 
38 Rejected Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner states that the Appellants have failed to 
provide additional support for overcoming the Examiner's rejections. Appellants disagree. 
Appellants set forth the reasons in Section VUG of the Appeal Brief that the cited references 
did not teach or suggest each of the elements of these claims. Specifically the cited references 
do not teach or suggest a webpage associated with a sister site for providing a simplified 
navigation interface for a webpage by a sister site. The Examiner has not responded to these 
arguments and thus has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. Accordingly, it 
is respectfully requested that the obviousness rejection of claims 28, 31, 32, 37 and 38 be 
overturned. 

G. Re garding the Examiner's Arguments for Claims 29 and 30 Rejected 
Under 35 U.S.C. $ 103 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner mistates the Appellants' arguments as being 
based on the advertising of Donnelly not necessarily containing commercial content. In fact, 
the argument of the Appellants in the Appeal Brief in section VTLH is that the Examiner has 
failed to establish that commercial content is taught by Donnelly in a webpage that has an 
associated sister site that provides a simplified navigation for that webpage and that Donnelly 
has been improperly combined with Dolan and Arora . The Examiner has failed to respond to 
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these arguments set forth in the Appeal Brief. Thus, the Examiner has failed to establish a 
prima facie case of obviousness for claims 29 and 30. Accordingly, Appellants respectfully 
request that the rejection of claims 29 and 30 be overturned. 

H. Re garding the Examinees Arguments for Claims 33, 34. 47 and 48 
Rejected Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner states that Appellants have failed to provide 
additional support for overcoming the rejections of the Examiner. Appellants strongly disagree 
with this statement of the Examiner. In Section VII.I of the Appeal Brief, the Appellants have 
set forth their arguments that the Examiner has failed to establish that the cited references teach 
or suggest providing a second webpage associated with a sister site that provides a simplified 
navigation to the second webpage and that the Examiner's characterization of Donnelly in 
regard to these elements is inaccurate and inapposite for reading on the claims. Thus, the 
Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for claims 33, 34, 47 and 
48. Accordingly, Appellants respectfully request that the obviousness rejection of these claims 
be overturned. 

L Re garding the Examiner's Arguments for Claims 35 and 36 Rejected 
Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner argues that the EPG of Donnelly teaches 
providing button or icons for accessing various screens and programs. However, the Examiner 
has failed to address the core of the Appellants' argument that Donnelly does not teach or suggest 
the use of "primary navigation options" as claimed in claim 35 and 36. Primary navigation options 
are expressly defined in the specification as "navigation options that necessarily change between 
successive matrix layers, changing from general to more specific with increases in depth in the 
matrix." See page 16, line 17-19 of the specification. Thus, the Examiner has failed to establish 
that the cited references teach or suggest primary navigation options as defined in the specification 
and as used in claims 35 and 36. Therefore, the Examiner has failed to established a prima facie 
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case of obviousness for claims 35 and 36. Accordingly, Appellants respectfully requests that the 
obviousness rejection of claims 35 and 36 be overturned. 

J. Re garding the Examiner's Arguments for Claim 39 Rejected Under 
35 U.S.C. 8 103 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner states that the Appellants have failed to provide 
additional support for overcoming the rejections of the Examiner. Appellants strongly disagree. 
Appellants have set forth the reasons in the section VII.K Appeal Brief that Dolan, Arora and 
Schein do not teach or suggest each of the elements of claim 39. In addition, Appellants have set 
forth the reasons that specific elements of claim 39, namely displaying purchasing information 
related to at least one item via a matrix layer are not taught by the cited references. In the Final 
Office Action, the Examiner cited a specific section of Dolan for teaching these elements of claim 
39. However, the cited reference of Dolan does not discuss a matrix layer and therefore cannot 
teach displaying purchasing information related to at least one item as displayed via a matrix layer. 
The Examiner has failed to respond to this argument as set forth in the Appeal Brief. Therefore, 
the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for claim 39. Accordingly, 
Appellants request that the obviousness rejection of claim 39 be overturned. 

K. Re garding the Examiner's Arguments for Claims 41 and 42 Rejected 
Under 35 U.S.C, § 103 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner states that Donnelly teaches searching without 
providing any additional support, citation or explanation for this assertion. In Section VEf.L of the 
Appeal Brief, the Appellants set forth that the section cited in Donnelly in the Final Office Action 
has been reviewed but the Appellants have been unable to discern any part therein that discusses a 
search form. Further, the Examiner's argument that Donnelly teaches searching as inapposite. 
The Appellants claim a search form as part of a simplified navigation interface. Even accepting for 
the sake of argument that Donnelly teaches searching, this is insufficient to establish that Donnelly 
teaches a search form as part of a simplified navigation interface. The Examiner has failed to 
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establish that Donnelly teaches a search form or that such search form is part of a simplified 
navigation interface. Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness for claims 41 and 42. Accordingly, Appellants respectfully request that the 
Examiner's obviousness rejection of claims 41 and 42 be overturned. 

L. Re garding the Examiner's Arguments for Claims 45 and 46 Rejected 
Under 35 U.S.C. $ 103 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner states that the Appellants have failed to provide 
additional support for overcoming rejections of the Examiner. Appellants disagree. The 
Appellants have set forth the reasons that Dolan, Arora, and Schein do not teach or suggest each of 
the elements of claims 45 and 46. In addition, the Appellants specifically set forth that the reasons 
that Donnelly does not teach or suggest providing a webpage associated with a sister site where 
that sister site provides a simplified navigation interface for the webpage, serving a matrix layer 
corresponding to a navigation option and accepting an alphanumeric indication of a navigation 
option displayed by the navigation interface. Therefore, the Examiner has failed to established a 
prima facie case of obviousness over Dolan in view of Arora , Schein and Donnelly . Accordingly, 
Appellants respectfully request that the obviousness rejection of claims 45 and 46 be overturned. 

M. Regarding the Examiner's Arguments for Claim 40 Rejected Under 
35 U.S.C. $ 103 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner states that the Appellants have failed to provide 
additional support for overcoming the Examiner's rejection. Appellants disagree. In section VTLN 
in the Appeal Brief, the Appellants set forth the reasons that Dolan in view of Arora and Donnelly 
does not teach or suggest each of the elements of this claim. In addition, the Appellants have set 
forth the reasons that Donnelly does not teach or suggest the display of purchasing information 
related to at least one item via a matrix layer. Appellants reviewed the cited section of Donnelly and 
are unable to discern any part therein that teaches or suggests displaying purchasing information 
regarding at least one item via a matrix layer. Thus, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima 
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facie case of obviousness for claim 40. Accordingly, Appellants respectfully request that the 
obviousness rejection of claim 40 be overturned. 



II. 



CONCLUSION AND RELIEF 



For the reasons specified above and in the Appellants' Appeal Brief, Appellants request that 
the rejection of all claims be overturned and that each claim currently pending be allowed. 



Dated: 



, 2003 



Respectfully submitted, 

BLAKELY, SOKOLOFF, TAYLOR & ZAFMAN 



Thomas M. Coester Reg. No. 39,637 



12400 Wilshire Blvd. 
Seventh Floor 

Los Angeles, California 90025 
(310) 207-3800 



CERTIFICATE OF MAILING: 
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United States Postal Service as first class mail in an envelope addressed 
to: Mail Stop Appeal Briefs-Patents, Commissioner for Patents, P.O. 
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